January returns on stock markets can be used as a barometer for the subsequent 11-month holding period returns as documented by Cooper et al. (2006) . We examine this apparent anomaly and analyze the effects of other holding periods of 1, 3, and 6 months in six Central and Eastern European transition economies from January 1991 through December 2013. Our results do not support the presence of the other January effect (OJE) in fi ve of the six markets. Instead, the results reveal signifi cant anomalies in non-January months and that such effects vary across markets. This latter evidence might refl ect different characteristics in these economies, including diverse levels of market effi ciency, local risk factors, and portfolio management among others. Furthermore, we construct a trading rule using the other month effect to illustrate the possibility of developing profi table investment strategies to earn abnormal returns.
INTRODUCTION
Numerous anomalies in equity markets have contradicted the validity of the efficient market hypothesis (EMH) of Fama (1970) and others. The January effect, a widely recognised calendar anomaly, indicates that stock returns in January are significantly greater than returns in the remaining 11 months of the year. Many empirical studies have documented the existence of the January effect in the US and international stock markets (e.g., Rozeff -Kinney 1976; Keim 1983; Ho 1990; Haugen -Jorion 1996; Easterday et al. 2009; Dzhabarov -Ziemba 2010) . Other studies, however, either do not find the January effect, or they report anomalies in other months in different countries (e.g., Fountas -Segredakis 2002; Mehdian -Perry 2002; Gu 2003; Darrat et al. 2011) .
In terms of the other January effect (OJE), positive (negative) returns in January can predict positive (negative) returns in the remaining 11 months of the year. Many practitioners and financial media refer to it as the ''January Barometer" discussed by Hirsch in his Stock Trader's Almanac in 1974. The OJE has received increasing academic attention. Hensel -Ziemba (1995) find that positive returns in January convey a significant signal for the rest of the year in the US stock market. Cooper et al. (2006) also provide US evidence that January stock returns are a powerful predictor of market returns over the next 11 months of the year. Specifically, the 11-month holding period returns following positive January returns are more likely to be positive and higher than those 11 months following negative January returns. Cooper et al. (2010) suggest that the OJE can affect investors in making a profitable investment strategy. In particular, they argue that the best trading rule in the US stock market is to long stocks following positive January returns, and invest in T-bills after negative January returns.
In contrast, Brown -Juo (2006) find that negative returns in January can be viewed as a bearish predictor for the rest of the year, while positive returns in January have weaker predictability for the next 11 months. Stivers et al. (2009) show that the predictive power of the OJE in many countries (except the US) has declined over time. For many markets outside the US, Easton -Pinder (2007) and Marshall -Visaltanachoti (2010) do not support the conclusion of Cooper et al. (2006) . Even for the US market, Darrat et al. (2013) report results contrary to Cooper et al. (2006) and further show stronger anomalies for non-January months, particularly February and September. Thus, many recent studies conclude that the OJE cannot be generalised to other stock markets due to the different market characteristics.
There has been an ongoing controversy regarding the existence of the OJE because of the lack of a plausible explanation empirically. For example, Cooper et al. (2006) investigate a number of potential causes of the OJE, including macro-economic variables, business cycle risk, investor sentiment, and the Presidential cycle in the US stock market. However, they find that the OJE cannot be attributed to these possible variables. Easton -Pinder (2007) find no evidence that different tax-year ends across countries can explain the OJE. Stivers et al. (2009) indicate three possible explanations for the OJE, including an internationally priced risk factor, a ubiquitous behavioural bias and a temporary anomaly. In a more recent study, Chen -Daves (2013) use the Index of Consumer Sentiment (ICS, a proxy for market returns) to explore the predictability of January returns in the US market. They show that January ICS change seems to affect the OJE when explaining the returns over the next 11-month returns.
Previous research provides very little evidence of the other January/month effect in the Central and Eastern European (CEE) stock markets. There are only a very limited number of related studies that examine the calendar effects in these transition economies. For example, Tonchev -Kim (2004) examine calendar effects in three Eastern European countries (Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Slovenia ) and find little evidence of anomalies in these markets. AsteriouKavetsos (2006) explore seasonal effects of eight transition economies in Europe and report return patterns of the January effect. However, the CEE countries have made significant economic and political transformations through their accession to the European Union towards integration with the world economy. The degree of market efficiency in transition economies has a major impact on the profitability of trading strategies or the predictability of market returns. Furthermore, stock market anomalies have important practical implications for a wide range of market participants, including portfolio managers and individual investors. Contrary to the EMH, informed investors can exploit the anomalous pattern to earn a risk-free profit by predicting the behaviour of prices. Nevertheless, since many alleged anomalies are market-specific, it is important to test each market for the existence of these anomalies.
In this paper, we examine the other month anomaly (including the OJE) in CEE markets using data from January 1991 to December 2013. We also extend our analysis to other holding period returns following non-January months, which we call the "other month" effect. Furthermore, we examine the effect for holding periods of 1, 3, 6, and 11 months. Our results do not generally support the presence of the OJE (over the holding periods of 1, 3, 6, and 11 months) on the CEE markets (the only exception is Slovakia) as the holding period returns following positive January returns are significantly larger than those following negative January returns. In contrast, we find the other month effect for months other than January, though the evidence varies across markets. On the other hand, we develop a trading rule based on our findings that show profitable investment strategies on the other month effects. More specifically, we consider positive (or nega-tive) return in the conditioning months to long (or short) market for subsequent holding periods. We create six visual graphs to compare the accumulated wealth of $1 investments at the beginning of the sample period on the optimal portfolio vs. the buy-and-hold market portfolio for each country. We show that the optimal portfolio can be implemented by investors to earn abnormal returns.
Our paper makes three primary contributions. First, we contribute to the literature on the other January/month effect and focus on transition economies. Easton -Pinder (2007) examine the other month effect in international markets including the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland. However, their paper only uses 11-month holding period returns, while we explore the case for 1-, 3-, and 6-month holding period returns. Further, our sample also includes three other transition economies (Estonia, Romania, and Slovakia). Second, although the January barometer seems absent in the CEE stock markets, our results can help investors achieve superior returns by considering the "other months" returns instead of the "January" effect. Third, we construct a trading rule using the other month effect for each CEE country, and then we compare the performance of the optimal portfolio to the buy-and-hold market portfolio. Our results provide market participants with a signal to formulate their best trading strategies.
The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. Section 2 describes the data, while Section 3 outlines the methodology. Section 4 presents the empirical results and Section 5 concludes the paper.
DATA DESCRIPTION
We collect monthly stock return indices from January 1991 to December 2013 which represents the earliest coverage in DataStream for six transition economies of CEE. Our data comprise local stock indices of the Czech Republic (PX), Estonia (TALSE), Hungary (BUX), Poland (WIG), Romania (BET), and Slovakia (SAX16). These stock market indices are transformed into monthly rates of returns. The sample starting date varies across different markets. For example, the sample for Hungary starts from January1991, while for Romania it is September 1997. Table 1 provides details on the sample starting date for each market.
Table 1 also reports the summary statistics for monthly market returns. The lowest mean returns over the entire period is registered for June in the Czech Republic (-0.026), for September in Estonia (-0.041) and Hungary (-0.014); for June in Poland (-0.026), August in Romania (-0.016), and for April in Slovakia (-0.030). The highest mean returns are registered for July in the Czech Republic (0.032); for January in Estonia (0.065), Hungary (0.051), and Romania (0.056); for July and December in Poland (0.040); and for February in Slovakia (0.050). January scores the highest return and also generally displays the lowest standard deviations. The number of positive returns is greater than the number of negative returns for Hungary and Poland only. In unison with the mean/standard deviation statistics, December in the Czech Republic, Poland, and Slovakia has the largest number of positive returns and the lowest number of negative returns. The Jarque-Bera test suggests that the monthly returns are not normally distributed.
METHODOLOGY
To test the mean differences, we follow Darrat et al. (2013) and use t-test statistics. We examine the other month effect by comparing the differences between the average of accumulated k-month returns following positive conditioning months and the average of accumulated k-month returns following negative conditioning months, where the conditioning months range from January to December. For Cooper et al. (2006) , where the accumulated 11-month returns are regressed on a dummy variable which is equal to one when the January return is positive and zero otherwise. They also employ a randomised bootstrap procedure whose results are essentially the same as those from the simple means test. For brevity, we confine our attention to the results from simple means tests. Table 2 presents the other month anomalies for six CEE transition economies from January 1991 through December 2013. We report the mean and the standard deviation of accumulated k-month market returns following any positive/negative return in any of the 12 conditioning months. We also provide the number of positive and negative conditioning months. The holding period k varies over 1, 3, 6, and 11 months. To test the other month effect, we provide the spread between accumulated k-month market returns following both positive and negative returns along with their associated standard errors. For brevity, we only report the results for the conditioning months with any significant coefficient estimate in Table 2 .
EMPIRICAL RESULTS

The other January/month effect
Panel A in Table 2 shows that the "other January" effect does not exist in the Czech Republic. This finding is contrary to the evidence of Cooper et al. (2006) for the US market. Results in Panel A reveal that returns following positive returns in March, April, and December are significantly larger than those following negative returns in March, April, and December for holding periods of 1 and 3 months. The 11-month holding period returns following positive returns in November are greater than those following negative November returns by more than 20% per annum. This suggests that there are some other month effects in the Czech Republic.
Panel B reports results for Estonia. The evidence there suggests that there are other April and other November effects. Returns subsequent to positive April (or November) returns are much larger than those subsequent to negative April (or November) returns for most holding periods. The magnitude is quite large at around 70% per annum. By contrast, returns following positive returns in January are higher than those following negative returns in January only for the holding period of 3 months.
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Notes: All returns are in percentages. For brevity, we do not report the results for the conditioning months without any significant mean return difference. We only highlight significant coefficient estimates and they are denoted in bold. The holding periods include 1, 3, 6, and 11 months. "Diff" refers to the spread between returns following positive returns in the conditioning month and those following negative returns. Standard errors are placed in parentheses below the means. Numbers of positive/negative returns are placed in squared brackets. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 5% and 10% levels, respectively.
Panel C for Hungary indicates the absence of the OJE similar to the results of Easton -Pinder (2007) . Instead, 6-month holding period returns following positive January returns are, on average, statistically lower than those following negative January returns. However, there are other month effects for May (for all the holding periods) and June (for 6-and 11-month holding periods).
Similarly to the result for Hungary, the OJE does not exist for Poland either as shown in Panel D. Easton -Pinder (2007) also fail to find the OJE for Poland. The 1-and 3-month holding period returns following positive March returns are larger than those following negative March returns, but only at the 10% level of significance.
Panel E for Romania also suggests no OJE. However, there is some evidence of the other July effect (for 3-to 11-month holding periods), other September effect (for 3-and 6-month holding periods only), and other November effect (for 6-and 11-month holding periods only).
However, the results in Panel F for Slovakia support the presence of the OJE. Holding period returns following positive January returns are statistically larger than those following negative January returns, except perhaps for the 11-month holding period. For other conditioning months, the results are mixed. For example, 6-and 11-month accumulated returns following positive August returns are larger, on average, than those following negative August returns. By contrast, the 1-month returns following positive November returns are 4% lower than those following negative November returns, indicating that there is a reversal in the next month following November.
Trading strategy using the other month effect
As mentioned earlier, Cooper et al. (2010) indicate the best trading rule using the OJE in the US stock market. That is, investors long stocks following positive January returns and invest in T-bills after negative January returns. They point out that the cumulative wealth over a long time period can provide useful information on alternative trading strategies to investors. Marshall -Visaltanachoti (2010) also consider whether the OJE can be implemented by investors to earn abnormal returns. We thus also explore the implications of the "other month" effect for potential profitable investment strategies.
We construct investment strategies on the other month effects. For comparability across markets, we start our sample over the period 1997 to 2013 for all trading strategies, while risk-free rates (3-month short interest rate) and stock returns for Romania are available until after September 1997. The benchmark is the buy-and-hold market portfolio in each market. By taking into consideration the Acta Oeconomica 66 (2016) other month effect which shows the most significant difference between positive and negative returns after the conditioning month, our optimal strategy for each country can be formulated as follows:
(1) For the Czech Republic, we use the March return as the conditioning return and 11-month holding period. This is because Panel A of Table 2 shows that the 11-month holding period returns following positive March returns are, on average, statistically larger than those following negative March returns by 25%, which is the largest among all the strategies. Our optimal strategy for the Czech Republic is as follows: if March return is positive (negative), we long (short) the market portfolio from April until next February; we hold the risk-free asset in March. (2) For Estonia, we use April as the conditioning month. If April return is positive (negative), we long (short) the market portfolio for the next 11 months and hold the risk-free asset in April. (3) For Hungary, we use May returns. If May return is positive (negative), we long (short) the market portfolio for the subsequent 11 months and hold the risk-free asset in May. (4) For Poland, we use March returns. If March return is positive (negative), we long (short) the market portfolio for April through to June (3 months) and hold the risk-free asset for July through to next March. (5) For Romania, we use November returns. If November return is positive (negative), we long (short) the market portfolio for the subsequent 11 months and hold the risk-free asset in November. (6) For Slovakia, we use August returns. If August is positive (negative), we long (short) the market portfolio for the next 11 months and hold the risk-free asset in August.
We thus obtain 6 time-series returns of the optimal portfolios and the buy-andhold (B&H) market portfolios from 1997 to 2013. In Figure 1 , we plot 6 graphs to compare the accumulated wealth of $1 investments at the beginning of the sample period for two portfolios over the whole period in each country. Figure  1 clearly demonstrates that the cumulative wealth (at the end of the period) on our optimal portfolios is higher than the market portfolio for each of the six CEE countries. For example, the accumulated wealth of the optimal portfolio is around $30 in December 2013; in contrast, the B&H portfolio reaches less than $5. We thus conclude that trading strategies based on our findings of the other month anomaly can potentially provide better returns than the passive B&H market portfolios for investors in those CEE countries.
To further demonstrate the better performance of our optimal strategies, in Table 3 we report monthly geometric return, arithmetic return, risk and Sharpe Ratio on the optimal portfolio and the B&H market portfolio for each country. The table shows that the arithmetic return and geometric return of the optimal portfolio in each country are significantly higher when compared with the B&H Figure 1 . Accumulated wealth of $1 investments on optimal portfolios vs.
buy & hold market portfolios
Notes: This figure presents the accumulated wealth of $1 investments on the optimal portfolio vs. the benchmark portfolio (B&H market portfolio) for each of six CEE countries over the period March 1997-December 2013 (except for Estonia which starts from 1999 due to lack of data). The investment strategies for the optimal portfolios are based on the other month effect that has the most significant return difference following positive and negative returns in the conditioning month (see Table 2 ). If the market return in the conditioning month is positive (negative), we long (short) the market portfolio for the next N months and hold the risk-free asset in the conditioning month.
portfolio. The optimal portfolios have lower volatility (standard deviation) than the B&H portfolios. Table 3 also reveals that each optimal strategy has a higher Sharpe ratio than the B&H portfolio, particularly in Estonia. Thus, these results present further evidence (in addition to Figure 1 ) of the superiority of our optimal investment strategies. To summarise, we do not find the OJE in the six CEE stock markets, except for Slovakia. However, we identify some other month effects in those markets. Different markets have different other month effects, and those other month effects are only shown for some, but not all holding periods. The OJE is a predictive signal of returns for the remaining months when applied to the US stock market (Cooper et al. 2006 ). However, many recent studies conclude that the OJE cannot be generalised to other stock markets due to the different market characteristics (Easton -Pinder 2007; Darrat et al. 2013) . The extant literature tends to refute the existence of the OJE, as pointed out by Marshall -Visaltanachoti (2010) and Chen -Daves (2013) , and there are no conclusive explanations for the OJE. Nevertheless, Stivers et al. (2009) provide three possible explanations for the OJE, including an internationally priced risk factor, a ubiquitous behavioural bias and a temporary anomaly.
The OJE regarding the plausible explanation continues to be a subject of research controversy. Our results show significant anomalies for non-January Notes: The optimal investment strategy is constructed to capture the other month effect based on the most significant month and holding period from Table 2 over the period 1997-2013. The benchmark is the buy-and-hold market portfolio. Geometric return and arithmetic return are calculated using monthly returns. The standard deviation of return can be viewed as a measure of risk. Sharpe ratio is the monthly average return (by subtracting the risk free rate) to its standard deviation.
months. This implies that investors can consider the high returns in other months instead of January. As mentioned above, we only discuss the possible factors behind the "other month" effect in the CEE markets. The CEE countries have faced remarkable changes from economic and political transformations through their accession to the European Union and capital market integration. The changes in the integration patterns and financial development levels do vary among all the EU countries (Kim et al. 2005) . The degree of market efficiency in transition economies could affect the predictability of market returns or the profitability of trading strategies. Thus, our results may vary across the CEE countries due to the maturity of the capital market, the degree of financial integration, economic factors over stock returns, local risk factors, etc. On the other hand, we develop a trading rule using the other month effect to illustrate potential profitable investment strategies during the period from 1997 to 2013. We compare the accumulated wealth of $1 investments at the beginning of the sample period on the optimal portfolio vs. the buy-and-hold market portfolio in each country. The investment strategies implementing optimal portfolios can enable investors to achieve higher returns than the passive investments in market portfolios.
CONCLUSION
The dictum ''as goes January, so goes the rest of the year'' refers to the alleged predictive power of market returns in January for the following 11 months. While Cooper et al. (2006) support the presence of the other January anomaly in the US stock market, a recent study shows stronger anomalies for non-January months as documented in Darrat et al. (2013) . Marshall -Visaltanachoti (2010) suggest that the other January anomaly cannot be profitably implemented in any international market. This paper is motivated by the puzzle of the other January anomaly and thus to examine the "other month" effect. The CEE countries have made significant economic and financial reforms with the European Union. Financial liberalisation and the degree of market efficiency in transition economies have an important impact on their stock markets. The uniqueness of transition economies in CEE allows us to gain some insights into whether the other month anomaly can provide useful information to investors in making profitable investment strategies.
Our paper investigates the other month anomaly (including the other January effect -OJE) in six CEE stock markets. We extend our analysis to holding period returns for 1-, 3-, 6-, and 11-month holding periods. Over the estimation period spanning from January 1991 to December 2013, the empirical results do not support the existence of the OJE in any of the CEE stock markets (the only exception being Slovakia). Consistent with Bohl -Salm (2010) , Marshall -Visaltanachoti (2010) , and Stivers et al. (2009) , the OJE is not a common phenomenon to the US or any international markets. However, our results show anomalies in other months across markets. Further, we construct a trading rule based on our findings of the other month effect. For comparability across markets, all trading strategies are applied to the period of 1997 to 2013 on which data are available across all sampled countries. We compare the cumulative value of $1 investments at the beginning of the sample period on our optimal portfolios vs. the passive buy-andhold market portfolios in each country. The results illustrate that optimal portfolios can be implemented by investors to earn abnormal returns.
Our paper has several important implications, but also some limitations. First, we find that the other month effect varies across markets, which might result from some potential factors such as the efficiency of market, local risk factors, and the practices of portfolio management for each country. Second, there are still no conclusive explanations for the OJE. Similarly, our results show significant anomalies for non-January months. The predictability for subsequent holding period returns based on the other month instead of January returns also remains a focus of research controversy. Thus, future research may continue to search for a plausible explanation for the puzzle of the other January/month effect. Finally, the CEE countries have achieved the transition and integration process in the European Union. The stock market environment has become more open to international investors. This implies an increase in the degree of linkages with several developed stock markets and thus the optimal trading strategy might also need to be revised. We leave those issues to future research.
